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IN REPLY REFER TO:
7330-7/1700A3

Honorable John C. Danforth ' FaEE()EE’\’EE[)

Ranking Minority Member _
- Comm! vaa o Lorpgerpe——af -noa -

, United States Senate FED
554 Dirksen Office Building ERAL COMMUNICATiONS ¢ COMMISSION
Washington, D.C. 20510 OFF’CEOFTHESECRFTARV

Dear Senatcor Danforth:

This is in response to your letter of May 18, 1993, infwhich you inquired on
behalf of your constituent, Mr. C.W. Reed III, regardjyng the Notice of

rogoseg Rule Maklng (Notlce) in PR Docket No. 92- 235 S7 FR 54034 (1992).
,i__!l ot - S .

Model airplane users have shared spectrum on a secondary basis with industrial
users for over 25 years. The low power industrial user and the radio control
model airplane hobbyists effectively share spectrum through geographic
separation. We are enclosing the Report and Order in GEN Docket 82-181, 47 FR
51875 (1982), which provided the current 50 channels for radio controlled
model airplanes. These rules, adopted at the behest of the model airplane
community, provide no protection from interference from licensed sources. We
further note that the radio enviromment is inherently hazardous and that even
primary allocations suffer from probiems. For example, model aircraft users
receive interxrference from other model aircraft users and from certain TV
channels. Thus, model aircraft must be, and in fact are, capable of
co-existing with some interference.

The Commission is seeking to work with all parties on this matter. To this
end, FCC staff has met with the two largest industrxy groups representing model
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Assoc1atlon to discuss their concerns and methods of expanding capacity. for
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ERNEST F, HOLLINGS. SOUTH CAROCLINA, CHAIRMAN

DANIEL K. INOUYE, HAWAH
WENDELL H. FORD, KENTUCKY
J. JAMES EXON, NEBRASKA

JOHN D, ROCKEFELLER IV, WEST VIRGINIA

JOHN F. KEARY, MASSACHUSETTS
JOHN B, BREAUX, LOUISIANA
HICHARD H, BAYAN, NEVADA
CHARLES S. ROBB, VIRGINIA

BYRON L. DORGAN. NORTH DAKOTA
BOB KRUEGER, TEXAS

JOHN C. DANFORTH, MISSOUR(
808 PACKWOOD, OREGON

LARRY PRESSLER, SOUTH DAKOTA
TED STEVENS, ALASKA

JOHN MCCAIN, ARIZONA

CONAAD BURNS, MONTANA
SLADE GORTON, WASHINGTON
TRENT LOTT, MISSISSIPPI

JUDD GREGG, NEW HAMPSHIRE

KEVIN G. CURTIN, CHIEF COUNSEL AND STAFF DIRECTOR
JONATHAN CHAMBERS. REPUBLICAN STAFF DIRECTOR

Mr. Steven Klitzman

Associate Director,

Moited Dtates demate o2

COMMITTEE'ON COMMERCE, SCIENCE. \i)\,
AND TRANSPORTATION 1\

WASHINGTON, DC 20510-6125

May 18, 1993

Legislative Affairs

Federal Communications Commission
1919 M Street, N.W.

Washington,

D.C. 20554

Dear Mr. Klitzman:

Enclosed is a copy of a letter that was sent to me by
Mr. C. W. Reed of Raytown,

about the Commission's Notice of Proposed Rulemaking, Docket

#92-235.

Missouri. Mr. Reed is concerned

Please include Mr. Reed's letter in the official record for

this proceeding.

Enclosure

Thank you for your assistance. .

Sincerely,
el

John C. Danforth
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4/27/93

The Honorable John Danforth
249-A Russell Bldg
Washington DC 205190
~
Dear Senator Danforth,

Thank you for your letter regarding the PCC's position
on Proposed Rule 92-235. I appreciate receiving their reply
to you. Unfortunately their reply is full of errors and does
not state the true facts as it applies to radio control
flying of model aircraft.

At the FCC's request our national organization, Academy
of Model Aeronautics (AMA), had a meeting with them and went
over a lot of disputed items. Enclosed is a copy of a report
from the AMA's national newsletter. It is lengthy, being two
pages, but I would appreciate it if you would read it. You
will find that the FCC did not realize how many places they
were in error regarding the proposal affecting us. The page
titled "FCC's Question and Answer Response’” enumerates many
of these items article by point. I had a long discussion with
.one of the people who attended and this single sheet is
really a much shortened version of the errors in the FCC's
version of how it will affect R/C usage.

It will still affect us in that there is no technology
available that would allow frequencies to be safe with this
2.5 KHZ separation {especially since the FCC is allowing a
3.4 KHZ tolerance) and it would cause serious financial and
possibly injury and even a possibility of death if a large
radio control model went out of control because of the new
rules. We are a very safety conscious organization and really
want to stay that way.

Please contact the FCC again in our behalf and remind
them that the information they gave you is not really
correct. Please help us defeat NPRM92-235.

Sincerely,

¢l
C. W. Reed III

5408 Woodson Road :
Raytown, MO 64133 _ -



SPECIAL FREQUENCY ALERT UPDATE
Copied from AMA National Newsletter, by Bob Underwood

On Wednesday, March 10, 1993, Jjust prior to the filling of the
Academy’s formal comment letter, our counsel received a call from Ralph
Haller, Chief of the Private Radio Bureau:requesting a meeting with the
Academy concerning 92-235. Thursday, March 11th Vince Mankowski, Bob
Underwood, and counsel Ray Kowalski met with FCC representatives. Those
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(principal author of 92-235) and Herb Zeiler, Deputy Chief, Special
Services Division (responsible for Part 95 governing R/C).

Chief Haller initiated the discussion by indicating a concern that
modelers were creating an adverse image of safe model operation. The
commission was assured that we not only maintained an excellent safety
record, but a close rapport with FAA and related agencies. It was cited
that our major concern centered around the fact that if 92-235 is
implemented as written, a significant safety concern would develop
beyond our control.

The discussion turned to why we responded to 92-235 in the manner

- we did. Mr. Haller was reminded of a meeting between he, Mr Mankowski,
and Mr. Kowalski during 1992 in which he responded tot he question of
whether anything of note concerning modeling was imminent. The academy
representatives were assured there was not!

At that point the dialogue turned to our specific issues related to
92-235. When the concern over the frequency stability was noted, the
commission members indicated that 50 parts per million (3.6 KHZ
tolerance) must be a mistake or a typo. Following this the AMA had an
opportunity not only to seek clarification of all major points, but to
provide extensive background, both historical and operational,
concerning model frequency use.

Mr. Haller .expressed an eagerness to work cooperatively with -
modelers in an effort to resolve their concerns regarding the rule
making. To that end, our request for permission to allow AMA to perform
empirical testing was granted and suggestions were provided for that
testing. Assurances were provided that the present 92-235 is simply a
working document and not a finalized form. A variety of options and
alternate plans were explored. In short, the meeting was a productive

work session that occurred with the principals, far ahead of our
crrhedinle fFor avnard+ra moot I nere






